REMARKS 

This application has been reviewed in light of the Office Action mailed March 19, 
2010. Reconsideration of this application in view of the below remarks is respectfully requested. 
Claims 1, 3 - 8 and 10 - 12, 14 and 23 are pending in the application with Claims 1 and 23 being 
in independent form. By the present amendment, Claims 1, 14 are amended, Claim 13 is canceled 
and Claim 23 is newly added. 

Claims 1 and 23 recite features fully supported by the disclosure as originally 
filed, including, for example, in the flow chart shown in FIG. 6 and the written description 
provided on page 48, line 21 through page 51, line 1. Claim 14 is amended to properly depend 
from Claim 23 and delete redundant features. Therefore, no new subject matter is introduced into 
the disclosure by way of the present amendment. 

Initially, Applicants thank the Examiner for granting a telephone interview on 
May 27, 2010 to discuss the present rejections. No agreement was reached regarding allowability 
of the pending claims over cited prior art references, nor were any amendments to the claims 
agreed upon. 

I. Rejection of Claims 1,3-5, 7, 8, 10, 13 and 14 Under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) 

Claims 1, 3 - 5, 7, 8, 10, 13 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as 
allegedly anticipated by WIPO Publication No. WO 98/58338 issued to Graham et al. 
(hereinafter, "Graham"). 

Claim 13 has been canceled by way of the present amendment, thus rendering the 
rejection with respect to Claim 13 moot. Additionally, Applicant submits that Claim 23 recites, 
in method form, the features and limitations recited in amended Claim 1 . Therefore, the 
allowability of Claim 23 over the teachings in Graham will be addressed herein as well. 
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Graham et al. does not all disclose or suggest the feature of the present invention 
as shown in FIG. 6. That is, Graham does not, at least, anticipate that the diagnostic support 
content server includes ". . .a diagnostic support content storage means for storing a plurality of 
diagnostic support contents for providing diagnostic support, a detecting means for detecting 
least one updated or added diagnostic support content of said plurality of diagnostic support 
contents, a selecting means for selecting the updated or added diagnostic support content from 
the plurality of diagnostic support contents, a destination terminal specifying means for 
specifying at least one diagnostic support execution terminal, from said one or more diagnostic 
support execution terminals, as a distribution destination of the selected diagnostic support 
content, a transmission means for transmitting the selected diagnostic support content to the at 
least one diagnostic support execution terminal specified by the destination terminal specifying 
means, and a checking means for checking the selected diagnostic support content has been 
transmitted to all of the at least one diagnostic support execution terminal specified by the 
destination terminal specifying means..." as recited in amended Claim 1 and similarly in method 
form in newly added Claim 23. 

It is well-settled by the Courts that "[Anticipation requires the presence in a 
single prior art reference disclosure of each and every element of the claimed invention, arranged 
as in the claim." Lindemann Maschinenfabrik GMBH v. American Hoist and Derrick Company, 
et al. , 730 F.2d 1452, 221 USPQ 481 (Fed. Cir., 1984). 

Therefore, as demonstrated above, because Graham does not disclose each and 
every element recited in the present claims, Applicants respectfully submit that the rejection has 
been obviated for at least the reasons presented above. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully 
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request withdrawal of the rejection with respect to Claims 1, 3 - 5, 7 - 8, 10, 14 and 23 under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(b). 

II. Rejection of Claims 11 and 12 Under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

Claims 1 1 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly obvious over 
Graham in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,779,634 issued to Ema et al. (hereinafter, "Ema"). 

Claims 1 1 and 12 depend from independent Claim 1 and thus include all the 
features recited in that independent claim. Ema fails to overcome the deficiencies identified 
above in Graham. 

Therefore, Claims 1 1 and 12 are believed to be allowable over the cited prior art 
references for at least the reasons presented above. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request 
withdrawal of the rejection with respect to Claims 1 1 and 12 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over 
Graham in view of Ema. 

CONCLUSIONS 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, it is respectfully submitted that 
all claims presently pending in the application, namely, Claims 1, 3 - 5, 7, 8, 10 - 12, 14 and 23 
are believed to be in condition for allowance and patentably distinguishable over the art of 
record. 
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If the Examiner should have any questions concerning this communication or 
feels that an interview would be helpful, the Examiner is requested to call Applicant's 
undersigned attorney at the number indicated below. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/Thomas Spinelli/ 

Thomas Spinelli 
Registration No.: 39,533 

Scully, Scott, Murphy, & Presser, P.C. 
400 Garden City Plaza, Suite 300 
Garden City, New York 1 1530 
(516) 742-4343 
TS/DAT:dk 
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